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The article is devoted to the analysis of a specific syntactic structure in Lithuanian, the BKI construction. This type of sentence is also attested in Russian, where it has got a wide coverage.
The BKI construction in Lithuanian is made up of the following elements: (i) a form of the existential verb būti 'be', (ii) the k-word, and (iii) the infinitive. The type is attested both in positive and negative forms. The peculiarity of the construction has been noted by a number of Lithuanian scholars, however, no link has been recognized between the semantic content of the sentence, the existential verb būti 'be', and the syntactic structure of the construction. The data used for the analysis (2,000 entries) are taken from Dabartinės lietuvių kalbos tekstynas at http://donelaitis.vdu.lt.
In the article the author offers a new approach to the analysis of the BKI construction and claims that it represents a language-specific existential structure. Evidence is presented to the effect that the BKI construction in Lithuanian is a syntactic synonym of the existential type 'proper'.
Introductory remarks
The existential construction in English and Lithu anian of the type There is someone in the garden / Ant tėvų trobos yra žaibolaidis and There are no ghosts / … iš tiesų yra vaiduoklių … has many common features. This, first and foremost, concerns the semantic types of ESs, which, in turn, depend on the meanings of the verb be/būti.
The values of the verb be/būti in English and Lithuanian (see The Oxford English Dictionary 1989, 1-5; LKŽ 1968 , 1213 -6 and Sližienė 1994 can be grouped as representing two central meanings which lie at the heart of all semantic types and the corresponding syntactic structures of the ES in the two languages. The first value is expressed in the absolute use of 'be' in the meaning of exist, be alive, be in the world of fact:
(1 ) a. Examples (1) and (2) demonstrate that the structural pattern of absolute existence takes the following form:
There verb exist subjNP (XP) Lithuanian: Verb exist subjNP (XP) The second sense of the verb be/būti conveys the most general relation of a thing to its place: 
Structural core of the existential assertion
The typological differences between English and Lithuanian are especially conspicuous on the syntactic level. In English, position is a defining criterion for the grammatical subject; this is not the case in Lithuanian, where the subject can be dispensed with. However, it appears that in spite of this essential difference in syntactic structure, existential constructions in both languages have identical structural elements which constitute the core of an existential assertion. Thus both languages exploit (almost) the same clause structure, i.e. the existential verb, the subject NP, and (XP) for assertions of absolute exist ence, whereas the locative model makes use of the existential verb, the subject NP, and the locative phrase. The only difference in the syntactic structure of ESs in the two languages is the occurrence of an empty subject there in the English ES. This aspect goes hand in hand with the subject-prominent quality of the English declarative clause and is noted in all discussions of the subject.
Since the idea of an existing entity is fundamental for an existential assertion, the VS sequence of the core elements is attested across languages. This particular ordering allows the speaker to arrange the sentence constituents according to the increasing degree of com-municative dynamism and, at the same time, to focus the addressee's attention on the entity conveyed by the subject NP.
The existential sentence type, or 'there-family' (Ross 1974) , in English takes a number of different syntactic forms. The basic structure of existential sentences there be NP (XP) can be realised by different syntactic patterns. Most authors agree that the main predication in an existential sentence is that of existence; however, a secondary predication, XP, is possible too. XP expresses the property attributed to the NP in question. Huddleston and Pullum (2002, 1393ff) divide extended existentials into locative and temporal extensions, predicative extensions, infinitival extensions, and relative clause extensions.
As regards Lithuanian ESs, the structural extensions also include locative and temporal elements, appositive, relative and participial clauses. The aim of this paper is to show that in addition to these patterns, Lithuanian exhibits a very special existential structure, not found in English -the BKI-construction. Moreover, it will be demonstrated that the BKI-construction in meaning is equivalent to the existential assertion 'proper'. It has to be pointed out that no such structure is mentioned in Holvoet 2005 or Labutis 2008 .
The BKI-construction in Lithuanian
One of the most striking existential sentence patterns appearing in the Lithuanian corpus is what I term (following Rappaport, 1986 : 1) the BKI-construction. It is made up of the following elements: (i) a form of the existential verb būti 'be', (ii) the k-word (for an explanation of this item see below), and (iii) the infinitive. The type is attested both in positive and negative forms; the target structures are exemplified in (5) and (6) The peculiarity of the construction has already been noted by Jablonskis (1928 Jablonskis ( /1957 . This sentence pattern is mentioned in DLKG (584-5) in the context of negative sentence types in Lithu anian and is called a 'petrified negative construction'. An insightful comment is made with respect to the semantic content of such utterances: it is posited that the function of this type of structure is 'not to deny the action itself, but the existence (my emphasis) of the doer of the action, of the object or of certain circumstances' (DLKG: 584). As in other similar cases, no link is recognised between the semantic content of the structure and the existential use of the verb būti 'be'.
It has to be pointed out in this connection that a similar sentence type (affirmative and negative patterns) is attested in Russian. Moreover, the construction has got quite a wide coverage in the literature, especially the negative variant which exhibits an idiosyncratic morphological form of the k-word. There is no consensus on the syntactic analysis of the BKI sentence type; however, the approaches adopted by Garde (1976) and Rappaport (1986) are closest to my own interpret ation of the issue in that both of them treat the BKI structure as an 'existential BE construction' (Rappaport 1986, 20) .
The peculiarity of the BKI construction lies in its syntactic organisation, on the one hand, and the grammatical form that the three obligatory elements take, on the other. Quite often, it is embedded in another clause (cf. examples (5)- (6) and takes one more optional NP, as is shown in (7) and (8) The first constituent, i.e. the verb būti 'be', appears in both the affirmative (e.g., (6) and negative form (see examples (7)- (8)), and present (5), past (9) and future (10) tenses thus admitting a full paradigm of the verb būti: There is one restriction, though; as in other types of ES, būti in the BKI construction appears in the third person.
The second constituent, i.e., the k-word, is more problematic to define. What is certain, though, is that the k-words acceptable in the BKI construction fall into two distinct classes The adverbial k-words include kada 'when', kur 'where', iš kur 'from where, whence', all of which can actually be interpreted as the most general expressions of a spatio-temporal location. Other words of the type, like kaip 'how', can also appear in the BKI.
The infinitive is the third obligatory element of the construction. However, other verbal forms in this position are attested too, but their grammatical form is restricted to the present active participle (11), subjunctive mood (12), or present indicative form of the verb, as in (13) Example (13), which is taken from Palmaitis (1984: 127) , is referred to in his article for different purposes. What is important for our analysis is that the present indicative form of the Lithuanian verb 'do' in example (13) is rendered into English by the infinitive, which gives us 'there is nothing to do'. However, we argue that in cases like this a certain ambiguity of interpretation arises due to the dual meaning of the form kas, which is both, 'who' and 'what'. Jablonskis (1957: 460) points out that the structure can mean two things: first, that there is no person to perform the action, and second, that there is no object to be acted upon. The ambiguity is resolved by the introduction of the dative experiencer, as in (14) Thus, in addition to the three obligatory elements discussed above, an optional noun phrase, most commonly in the dative case, occurs in the BKI as well (cf. (11), (12) and (14). The genitive case, which is invariably used with negation in Lithuanian, appears in the negative BKI, as in (7) above.
The case form taken by the k-word in the BKI construction is assigned by the infinitive; thus according to the norms of Lithuanian grammar it is in the accusative in (15), while the infinitive of (16) Rappaport (1986: 4) notes with reference to Russian (and the same applies to Lithuanian) that when the k-word is assigned the grammatical function of the subject of the infinitive, the k-word takes the dative case. However, in a case like this, Lithuanian exhibits two different syntactic patterns: one takes the infinite and the dative case with no agreement (17), whereas the other structure consists of būti 'be', the k-word kas 'who' in the nominative and the present indicative instead of the infinitive (18) Most analysts of the BKI construction disagree about the syntactic function performed by the k-words. One of them, the 'indirect question analysis' advanced by Garde (1976) treats the k-word as an interrogative pronoun. Of particular interest is Garde's idea (as cited in Rappaport 1986: 8-9 ) that the BKI construction is 'a bi-clausal structure, with a finite form of existential BE in the matrix clause, and an indirect question embedded as an argument of BE'.
Another valuable insight, from our point of view, is that of Rappaport (1986) , who, drawing on Garde (1976) , also suggests that the matrix clause of a BKI construction is a syntactically affirmative existential 'be' construction. Especially close to my own treatment of the issue is his definition of the BKI construction, which is claimed to assert the (non-) existence of some objects with property Y, where Y is identified by the infinitival clause (Rappaport 1986, 26) . All of these arguments allow us to posit that the BKI construction is not just a 'syntactic idiom' but a distinct existential sentence type; more specifically, we claim that it represents a 'syntactic synonym' of the existential assertion. Consider some typical examples below: (19) My first claim is that the existential assertion in (19) is equivalent to that of the BKI construction (20): both types assert that there is some/no x having the property F. The sentence in (20) actually means the following 'There were no such people who would protest because of that'.
Next, as regards the syntax of the būti clause in (19), it is an example of an absolute construction (Kalėdaitė 2002) ; consequently, the subject NP introduced by the forms yra/ nėra 'there is/there is not' in the main clause has to be attributed a certain property in the relative clause, or XP. With respect to the obligatory elements, the BKI, as well as existential utterances, has three positions to be filled in, namely, Slot 2, or the existential verb, Slot 3, i.e. the subject NP, and Slot 4, or secondary predication. What makes the BKI construction so distinct syntactically is that the absolute assertion of existence in the BKI clause expressed by the concise forms like yra kam 'there is someone who', nėra kas 'there is no one who', nėra kaip 'there is no way how', yra už ką 'there is for what', etc., is followed by an XP which is not a full relative clause, but an infinitival phrase which could be regarded as a type of free relative clause. The k-word then serves a double function: it is both the subject NP of the absolute clause, and the 'implicit' or 'contextual' head of the free relative clause. This property is brought out clearly in the English glosses -there is no other way to render the idea expressed in the Lithuanian example except for the formula 'there is someone who/there is no one who'; moreover, as exemplified by (6) and (20), the BKI construction, as any other type of ES, can exhibit different word order patterns. Note also that the absolute construction nebuvo kam 'there was no one who' has grown into a syntactically unpartitioned unit: in (20) the infinitive, the optional prepositional phrase, and the absolute construction are distinct items and only as such move in the sentence. Thus the sequence of elements as in (21) There is an important difference, though, between the two existential types with respect to the subject NP of the absolute clause. In Lithuanian 'existence proper' sentences the NP is invariably expressed by the partitive genitive, suggesting a generality of the assertion. On the other hand, the k-word or t-word (e.g., toks, tokie 'such' for masculine, singular and plural; tokia, tokios 'such' for feminine, singular and plural) marked by the nominative case points to a specific entity (cf. (22) The three different syntactic structures in fact express the same idea, and this is demonstrated clearly by the English glosses. Example (23) contains an 'implied'/elliptical relative clause with subject-verb agreement, while (24) is an instance of the BKI construction with the dative subject and the infinitival clause in the obligatory position of XP.
There is one last point to be made before we close this discussion. As indicated by the English glosses, most examples can be actually rendered with an additional modal idea of an existing/not existing 'possibility' for carrying out an action referred to by the infinitive. In this respect the BKI construction is reminiscent of the Greek 'potential' 'be'+ infinitive construction discussed in Kahn (1973, 292ff) . Especially relevant in our case is Kahn's (1973, 295) The quotation captures perfectly the function of the infinitive appearing in the BKI construction. In fact, all the above affirmative examples bear a strong implication of intention; while the negative form nėra 'there is not' denies the availability of the course of action.
concluding remarks
